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THE PRESIDIO SUPPLY PROBLEM OF
NEW MEXICO IN THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY*
By MAX L. MOORHEAD

T

HE Presidial Company of Santa Fe, usually numbering
above one hundred officers and men, constituted one of
the most remote garrisons on New Spain's northern frontier
during the eighteenth century. Regular troops serving there
faced not only the ordinary military dangers of campaigning
in rugged terrain against hostile Indians but also the moraleshaking economic perils of indebtedness. They almost never
received sufficient income to cover their expenses. The problem was general all along the northern frontier, and although
it was never satisfactorily solved, the higher authorities, from
the King down to the Comandante General; fully realized the
seriousness of the situation and repeatedly attacked the difficulties. Some improvement was attained before the close of
the century, but most of the reforms that were instituted
changed procedures rather than conditions.
At first the frontier troops were paid their salaries in
cash and were allowed to buy their provisions and equipment
from local or itinerant merchants as best they could. In their
remote posts, however, they were soon at the mercy of a few
tradesmen whose prices were under little if any official restraint. Unable to cover these mounting costs with their own
fixed pay, the soldiers fell into a steadily increasing debt.
During the seventeenth century a new practice was developed
wherein the purchase of provisions was centralized in the
captains of the presidial companies. It was supposed that
these officers could bargain with the merchants more effectively than could the individual soldiers. Also during the
seventeenth century half of the salaries of these troops, and
sometimes the entire amount, was paid in provisions rather
than cash. Not only did this reduce the treasury's risk and
• This study was made possible by a grant-in-aid from thc Faculty Research Committee of the University of Oklahoma.
Dr. Moorhead is Professor of History. University of Oklahoma. Norman.
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difficulty in transporting specie to the isolated presidios but
it also, in theory at least, prevented the troops from overspending for their needs. In practice it did not. The company
, captains, who were sometimes also the provincial governors,
were as rapacious as the merchants. They bought the provisions from private tradesmen at one price and sold them to
the soldiers, or charged them against their salaries, at a
much higher rate. Thus, while these officials profited enormously, the troops sank even more deeply in debt. 1
In New Mexico, the Presidial Company of Santa Fe had
authorized Captain Felix Martinez and a local merchant,
Pedro Otero, to purchase its provisions. The Marques de
Pefiuela, who was at once governor of the province and commandant of the presidio, bought a large copsignment of goods
in collusion with Martinez and Otero and in 1712 offered them
to the troops at marked-up prices. By withholding the salaries
of the troops, he endeavored to make them sign over 25,000
pesos of their pay to cover the cost of .tl1is merchandise. 2 As
many of the soldiers were already in debt to him, Governor
Pefiuela also forced the entire garrison to sign a waiver on
their salaries of ten pesos apiece. This was to cover the debts
of any of their comrades who might die while still owing him
for provisions. Complaining of this practice, the troops petitioned Pefiuela's successor, Juan Ignacio Flores Mogollon, to
cancel the power of attorney which they had previously given
Captain Martinez and Otero. These, they charged, had failed
to comply with their agreement to furnish their provisions
1. Well-documented studies demoJstrating the abuses in the provisioning of the
troops in northern New Spain during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries include
the following: Francisco R. Almada (ed.), Informe de Hugo de O'Conor sobre el estado
de !<¥l Provincias Intemas del Norte, 1771-1776 (Mexico. 1952) ; Carlos E. Castaneda
et al., Our Catholic Heritage in Texas, 1519-1996 (7 vola., Austin, 1936-1958) ; Charles
E. Chapman, The Founding of Spanish California: The Northwestward Expansion of
New Spain. 1687-1789 (New York, 1916) ; Charles W. Hackett (ed.), Historical Documents Relating to New Mexico, Nueva Vizcaya, and Approaches Thereto, to 1779 (3
vola., Washington, 1923-1937) ; Lawrence Kinnaird (ed.), The Frontiers of. New Spain:
Nicol6.B de Lafora's Description, 1766-1768 (Berkeley, 1959) ; Alfred B. Thomas (ed.),
After Coronado: Spanish Exploration Northeast of New Mexico, i690-17~7 (Norman,
1935); Thomas (ed.), Teodoro de Croix and the Northern Frontier of New Spain,
1776-1789 (Norman, 1941) ; and Donald E. Worcester (ed.), Instructions for Governing
the Interior Provinces of New Spain, 1786, by Bernardo de Gdlvez (Berkeley, 1951).
2. Soldiers of the presidio of Santa Fe, petition to the Cabildo, August I, 1712,
Spanish Archives of New Mexico, at Santa Fe (Hereinafter cited as SANM), archive 177.

212

NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW

at cost.3 Later the same year, the Viceroy intervened with an
order prohibiting the governors from withholding the salaries
of the troops, applying this money to payment of their debts,
or obligating them to purchase supplies they had not ordered. 4
Curiously, the garrison at Santa Fe petitioned the Viceroy
not to apply this regulation to Governor Flores Mogollon
because, they declared, he was supplying them satisfactorily
with all of their needs, and they preferred that he did their
buying rather than Captain Martinez or Otero. According to
Captain Martinez, Governor Flores Mogollon had compelled
the troops to cancel their arrangement with him and Otero.
but the troops contended they had done so of their own free
will. They had, they said, suffered considerable arrears from
Martinez's purchases. 5 Reiterating this position in 1715, the
troops declared that Martinez's allegations-that the troops
had been under duress when they revoked their concession to
Martinez and Otero and that they had suffered no indebtedness while they and Governor Pefiuela were provisioning
them-were both malicious and false. They maintained that
they had come to owe Governor Pefiuela 75,000 pesos and
Otero 18,664 pesos under that arrangement and that, after
deductions had been made from their salaries, they still
owed the former 44,000 pesos. 6
When Captain Martinez became governor ad interim of
New Mexico in October of 1715, he immediately arrested
Flores Mogollon and accused him of gross mal-administration.
While these charges were being investigated, Flores Mogollon languished in prison at Mexico City for more than two
years. According to Martinez, Flores Mogollon had not only
charged the soldiers extravagant prices for their provisions
but had also attempted to sell them the same goods they had
already paid for with deductions from their salaries. 7 Governor Martinez himself was shortly removed from office for
3. Soldiers of the Presidio of Santa Fe, petition to the Governor Juan Ignacio Flores
Mogollon, November 2,1712, SANM, archive 183b.
4. Soldiers of the Presidio of Santa Fe, representation to the Viceroy, July 16, 1718,
SANM, archive 192a.
6. Ibid.
6. Presidio of Santa Fe, junta proceedings, May 27, 1715, SANM, archive 219.
7. Juan de OJivan Revolledo (Auditor of New Spain) to the Viceroy, Mexico City,
September 22, 1723, in Thomas (ed.), After Coronado, 189.
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similar offenses. Among other things he was accused of owning a mercantile establishment at Santa Fe while he was in
office, a flagrant violation of royal law, and of supplying the
troops with provisions at marked-up prices instead of at cost,
as his agreement with the troops required. His storekeeper
was Juan Paez Hurtado, himself a former governor. 8
Subsequently, Martinez charged that his successor, Governor Antonio Valverde y Cossio, profiteered in a similar
manner and that he withheld the salaries of the troops to
cover their debts for provisions which he furnished. 9 Whether
or not this was true, the officers and men of the Santa Fe
garrison praised the administration of Valverde. When he
left office in 1722, they urged the Viceroy to instruct his successor, Juan Domingo de Bustamente, to continue Vaiverde's
practice of discounting from their annual pay fifty pesos
. apiece and applying this toward the purchase of their provisions,This, they declared, prevented them from going further
into debt. 10
In 1724 when the Viceroy commissioned Brigadier Pedro
de Rivera to inspect the presidios of the northern provinces,
he specifically instructed him to investigate the supply problem. Among other things Rivera was directed to ascertain
the cost of transporting provisions to each of the garrisons,
to compare the prices charged the troops with those current
in nearby towns, and to prevent the captains and governors
from overcharging the soldiers for these supplies. This last
abuse and others had reportedly been committed over the
past twenty years.u Although the presidial soldiers were
then paid an average of 450 pesos a year, one fourth of this
amount never reached them, according to the Viceroy, for the
salaries were paid in goods, and the captains, in connivance
with the merchants, had been charging exhorbitant prices for
these provisions. 12 The major result of Rivera's inspection
8. Judgement in resideneia of Governor Felix Martinez, Santa Fe, AU~6t 16, 1723,
SANM, archive 322.
9. Martinez to the Viceroy [Mexico City, 1720l, in Thomas (ed.), After CoronadtJ,
177-187.
10. Soldiers of the Presidio of Santa Fe, petition to the Viceroy, March 15, 1722,
SANM, archive 315.
1L Castaneda, QlL,. Catholic Heritage. II, 216-219.
12. Ibid., II, 211-214.
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and report was the adoption of a newpresidial code, the Reglamento of 1729. One requirement of this ordinance was that
maximum-price lists be posted at each garrison with equitable
rates assigned to the commodities most commonly ordered
by the troops.13
The price ceilings thus established seem to have done little
to protect the soldiers, at least in New Mexico. In 1760 a
Franciscan missionary reported that thepresidials at Santa
Fe had to pay 150 pesos a year for clothing of the poorest
quality and another 250 pesos for other provisions, some of
which they had not ordered. They were usually charged
double the current price for local produce: 3% silver pesos
instead of 2 for a fanega of corn, 4 for wheat instead of 2, 8
for beans instead of 4, and so on with meat, chili, and the
like.H In 1760 and again in 1764 the Viceroy found it necessary to convoke juntas at Mexico City to regulate prices
.charged the presidials, and the general inspection of the
northern garrisons made by the Marques de Rubi from 1766
to 1.768 produced an extensive file of testimony on these overcharges. 15 The main source of discontent among the troops,
Rubi reported, was that they were paid in goods instead of
incash. 16
As a result of these findings, the Viceroy orgered in 1768
that the presidials be paid in cash. In New Mexico, however,
Governor Pedro Fermin de Mendinueta. appealed for exemption fr,om this requirement on the ground that there was never
sufficient specie in his provin«e to meet the pay roll, and this
dispensation was granted in 1769. 17
The new Reglamento of 1772, growing out of Rubi's inspection and report, brought about a major reform in the
presidio supply system. Henceforth, under penalty of removal
from office and denial of further employment in the royal
service, the presidial captains and provincial governors were
13. Ibid., II, 220, 235.
14. Fray Juan Sanz de Lezaun, "Account of the Lamentable Happenings in New
Mexico." November 4, 1760, in Hackett (ed.l, Historical Documents Relating to New
Merico, III, 468-479.
15. Chapman, Founding of Spanish California, 141-142.
16. Castaneda, Our Catholic Heritage, IV, 243.
17. Viceroy Marques de Croix to Governor Pedro Fermin de Mendinueta, Mexico
City, January 28, 1769, SANM, archive 644.
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to cease managing the payment of the troops' salaries and the
purchase and distribution of their provisions. These functions were now vested in oficiales habilitados, non-commissioned officers elected by the officers and men of their companies for three-year terms. These paymasters were empowered to buy the goods ordered by the troops at wholesale
prices and to distribute them at this cost plus only 2 per cent,
an amount considered sufficient to cover their expenses. After
making the corresponding deductions for these purchases, the
retirement pay, and rations, the paymasters were supposed
to pay the troops the balance of their annual salaries in cash,
half of it in January and half in July.18
Provisioning the troops through elected paymasters instead of captains or governors did not solve the problem. The
non-commissioned officers who were elected were often ignorant of accounting procedures and lacking in purchasing experience. They frequently bought the provisions at artificially
advanced prices, suffered serious losses in transporting them
to the presidios, and, through either dishonesty or incompetence, allowed their bookkeeping records to become hopelessly
out of balance. As a result, one bankruptcy followed another,
leaving the troops in debt and short of food, clothing, and
ammunition. 19 Apparently the paymasters were unable to fill
all of the orders of the troops, for some soldiers bought directly from private merchants and charged the purchases against
the presidial payroll. In 1780 the Comandante General at
Chihuahua decreed that henceforth merchants were no longer
permitted to solicit his office for payment of debts owed by
soldiers who had purchased goods on their individual credit.
Compensation in such transactions would be made only when
there was a sufficient balance in the debtor's individual salary
account. 20
Beginning experimentally in 1781 and regularly in 1783,
18. Comandante Inspector Hugo de O'Conor, Informe, 1771-1776 (Almada, ed.),
73-76; Chapman, Founding of Spanish California, 142; Castaneda, Our Catholic Heritage.
IV, 290-291.
19. Juan de Ugalde (Governor of Coahuila) to Comandante General Teodoro de
Croix, Hacienda de Sardinas, March
(copy), Archivo General y Publico de la
Nacion, at Mexico City, Provincias Internas, Vol. 13 (Hereinafter cited as AGN, Provo
Int., 13), folios 411-413 ; Thomas (ed.), Teodoro de Croix, 13-14.
Teodoro de Croix, band<>, Arispe, May
SANM, archive

12, 1782

, 20.
I

1, 1780,

788.
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the Comandante General abandoned the paymaster system
for purchasing provisions and let regular contracts to private
merchants. Each of these was assigned to one or two presidios
for a period of three years. 21 In Nueva Vizcaya and New
Mexico, while the presidial paymasters were supposed to have
charged the troops 2 per cent above the wholesale prices of
the provisions at Chihuahua, the new merchant contractors
were allowed to charge the higher retail prices there. Under
this arrangement no bankruptcies occurred, but by 1786,
when the contracts were about to expire, it was evident that
the salaries of the troops would not support these higher
costS. 22 The Comandante General therefore asked the contractors to revise their rates downward, but each of them
complained that he could not do so and still make a profit,
and some said they were already losing money,23 As a temporary solution to the problem, the Comandante General allowed
the contracts to lapse and reverted to the paymaster system
to tide the troops over the next year, 1787. He then entertained bids for new contracts for the succeeding years. 24
The most attractive of the new offers came from Francisco
de Guizarnotegui, a member of the mercantile guild of Chihuahua who had been provisioning the presidio of Carrizal
and one of the patrol companies of Nueva Vizcaya under one
of the three-year contracts just terminated. Guizarnotegui
offered to provision all sev~n of the presidios of Nueva Vizcaya, the four patrol companies of that province, and the
presidio of New Mexico as well for a period of five years under
certain stipulated conditions. 25 The other merchants of the
Chihuahua guild, acting jointly, countered with a bid of their
own, but after revising his own proposals twice to meet this
21. Ugalde to Croix, March 12, 1782; Francisco Xavier del Campo (Corregidor),
deposition, Chihuahua, September 5, 1786, AGN, Provo Int., 13, fols. 411-413, 53-55.
22. Del Campo, deposition, September 5, 1786; Comandante Inspector Joseph de
Rengel to Comandante General Joaquin Ugarte y Loyola, Chihuahua, November 11,
1786; Pedro Galindo Navarro (Auditor of Provincias Internas) to Ugarte, Chihuahua,
December 2, 1786, AGN, Provo Int., 13, fois. 53-55, 55-57, 57-59.
23. Del Campo, deposition, September 5, 1786, AGN, Provo Int., 13, fois. 53-55.
24. Rengel to Ugarte, Chihuahua, October 3, 1786; Ugarte to Viceroy Bernardo de.
Giilvez, Chihuahua, October 12, 1786, AGN, Provo Int., 13, fols. 405-406, 402-404.
25. Francisco de Guizarn6tegui, propositions, Chihuahua, October 30, 1786, AGN,
Provo Int., 13, fois. 51-53.
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competition,26 Guizarnotegui was awarded the contract on
February 17, 1787.
As this monopoly arrangement' shortly came under an
investigation which yielded a large file of documents on the
whole supply problem, it is now possible to explore the subject
in some depth. The contract itself was composed of the following ten conditions:
1) For a period of five years, dating from January 1,1788,
the contractor would fill all of the orders of the presidios and
posts of Nueva Vizcaya and New Mexico for merchandise
from Vera Cruz, Puebla, Jalapa, Mexico City, and Queretaro.
He would charge the troops the original cost of these goods,
the purchasing commission of 4 per cent (which was customarily charged by buyers at Mexico City), the freightage, losses
in transit, and excise taxes.
2) He would transport this merchandise from Mexico City
to Chihuahua at the old freight rate of 16 reales per arroba
(two dollars per twenty-five pounds), which was 4 reales less
than the rate then current.
3) He would also transport the goods from Chihuahua to
the individual presidios and posts, except that of Santa Fe, at
4 reales per arroba below the current rate. The New Mexican
garrison would receive its deliveries at Chihuahua, as had
been its custom in the past, and the others could also collect
theirs at the same place if they wished to employ their own
mules and thus save on the freightage cost from Chihuahua
to their stations.
4) In order to make his deliveries on schedule, the contractor would have to receive all of the order lists of the companies at the beginning of each year and with ,the endorsements of the Comandante Inspector.
5) The merchandise, on reaching Chihuahua and before
departing for the presidios and posts, would have to be inspected by the contractor and the Comandante Inspector, or
26. Cuerpo de Comercio, propositions, Chihuahua, ·January 10, 1787; Guizarn6tegui,
propositions, Chihuahua, January 27, 1787; Cuerpo de Comercio, propositions. February
3, 1787; Guiza:rn6tegui, propositions, February 7, 1787; Cuerpo de Comercio, waiver,
February 14, 1787, AGN, Provo Int., 13, fois. 63-67, 73-75, 77-78, 90-94, 104.
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their agents, and be certified by them as having met the specifications in the order lists.
6) The contractor would also provide produce from the
province of Michoacan, purchasing this at Chihuahua at the
lowest prices available and delivering it to the presidios and
posts at that cost plus a commission of 2 112 per cent.
7) He would deliver the Michoacan goods to the presidios
and posts at 4 reales perarroba less than the current freight
rate except, as indicated in the 3rd condition, that New
Mexico's presidio would receive its orders at Chihuahua and
that the other garrisons could receive theirs there if they so
desired.
8) In order to make his purchases in time for the scheduled deliveries, the contractor would make a prudent estimate
from the order lists of the costs of the goods, commissions,
excise taxes, and freightage, and one year in advance of his
purchases funds in the amount of the total estimate would be
delivered to him by the royal treasurer at Chihuahua in warrants against the treasury at Mexico City.
9) When the merchandise was purchased and delivered
at Chihuahua accompanied by the original invoices, the excise
tax would be paid at the customs house there, and the total
account for the year would be liquidated. The treasurer at
Chihuahua would then pay the contractor or receive from him
whatever was due either in case the original estimates and
. actual costs did not balance. The treasurer and the respective
paymasters would then discount from the payroll of each
presidial and patrol company the amount it owed for the
merchandise received.
10) The presidios would be responsible for furnishing the
contractor's mule trains with competent military escort on
the roads to and from their stations--:from EI Pasaje onward
for merchandise purchased in Vera Cruz, Jalapa, Puebla,
Mexico City; and Queretaro and from Chihuahua onward for
the goods of Michoacan. The contractor would request these
escorts fifteen or twenty days in advance, and they would be
provided without delay so as to avoid the expense of detaining the trains. If the contractor should be unable to make all
of the deliveries beyond EI Pasaje in a single trip, escorts
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would be furnished for as many as two others.
From almost the very beginning Guizarnotegui's operations in provisioning the presidios were embarassed by official
intervention and financial difficulties. Before the contractor
was able to cash the warrants issued for his purchases, pay~
ment on them was suspended by the royal treasury at Mexico
City, and the entire contract was held in abeyance pending
the result of a full-scale investigation. The Comandante General, it developed, had failed to go through proper channels
in letting it. During the previous year the King had reformed
the administrative system for his realms, and under this new
order such military and treasury matters as the'provisioning
of the troops were supposedly under the jurisdiction of new
officials known as intendants. The Intendant of Durango
should have been consulted before Guizarn6tegui's contract
was approved. Eventually the contract was approved, by the
Viceroy on September 10, 1788, and by the King on June 8,
1789, but it was not until September of the latter year that
Guizarn6tegui was assured that treasury funds would be
issued for his purchases. 28
Meanwhile, for two and a half years, Guizarn6tegui operated without either a valid contract or adequate funds and
had to purchase the provisions for the troops on his own
credit. In so doing he had to pay the wholesale merchants at
Mexico City a premium of 9 per cent for credit extended to
January, when the troops were paid, and an additional 5 per
cent for what was still due thereafter. Being unwilling to
absorb this loss himself, Guizarn6tegui merely added it to the
total bill against,the troops.29 The Comandante General approved this procedure for the deliveries of the first year, 1788,
but he instructed Guizarn6tegui that thereafter when funds
were not delivered to him'in advance, he should obtain his
credit at5 per cent interest by g"uaranteeing the salaries of
the troops as his security. This Guizarn6tegui did not do be~
27. Contract with Guizarn6tegui, Chihuahua, February 17, 1787, AGN, Provo Int" 13,
fols. 106-111.
28. Viceroy Manuel Antonio Flores to Ugarte, Mexico City, September 10, 1788;
Royal order, Aranjuez, June 8,1789; Flores to Ugarte, Mexico City, September 20,1789;
AGN, Provo Int., 13, fols. 166-167, 203, 204-205. The documentation on the jurisdictional
dispute appears in folios 1-207.
29. Guizarnotegui to the Viceroy, Mexico City, April 16, 1789, AGN, Provo Int., 13,
fols. 181-182.
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cause, as he said, the merchants at Mexico City, knowing his
contract still lacked official approval, questioned the validity
of such a guarantee. 30 He therefore continued to pay 9 per
cent for the first year of his credit and an additional 5 per cent
for extension beyond that term and also to charge this interest to the account of the troops.31
For the provisions of the Presidio of Santa Fe for the first
year, 1788, delivered to its paymaster at Chihuahua in Febru~
ary,32 Guizarnotegui presented a bill for 17,655 pesos and 6%
reales and received from the paymaster 13,648 pesos. This left
a balance due of 4,007 pesos and 6 112 reales plus an interest of
5 per cent for the extension of credit amounting to 200 pesos
and 3 reales. According to Guizarnotegui's accounting, therefore, the presidio still owed him 4,208 pesos and 1% reales:
Cost of merchandise purchased in Jalapa, Puebla,
Mexico City, and Queretaro
13,357 pesos, 2% reales
Purchasing commission (4%)
534
214
Premium for credit for
one year (9%)
1,202
114
Freightage (437 arrobas and 211!z
pounds at 18 reales
per arroba)
985
1
Cost of merchandise from Michoacan.
purchased at Chihuahua
,......
1,576
7%
Total
Less payment on account,
February 19, 1788,

17,655

61!z

13,648

Balance due
.
Premium for extended credit (5%) ..

4,007
200

Balance due January 1, 1789

4,208

.

61!z
3

Since the amount paid in February was well over the price
of the goods from Jalapa, Puebla, Mexico cIty and Queretaro
(13,357 pesos) , and since this merchandise was purchased on
30. Justo Pastor de Madariaga (Guizarn6tegui's agent) to Ugarte, Chihuahua,
[July. 1789], AGN, Provo Int., 13 fols. 245-269.
31. Presidio of Santa Fe, account against Guizarnotegui for supplies furnished in
1788, 1789, and 1790, Santa Fe, July 8, 1790, SANM, archive 1084a.
32. Presidio of Santa Fe. resume of invoice received from Guizarnotegui on Febru,;,
ary 19, 1788. in ibid.
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credit in October of 1787, the interest of 9 per cent should not
have run for an entire year but only for four months, until
February, when the paymaster received the goods and paid
the contractor. Therefore, when the Presidial Company of
Santa Fe audited the account, it claimed a reduction of 801
pesos and 2 5/ 6 reales from the bill, as interest unj ustly
charged for two-thirds of a year. By the same token, it
claimed an additional 40 pesos and 1;2 real as the corresponding overcharge for interest on the amount due after the first
of the year. Moreover, since the contract stipulated a freight
rate of 16 reales per arroba and Guizarnotegui had charged
18 reales, the presidio claimed an overcharge of 109 pesos and
3% reales on this item. And finally, Guizarnotegui .had
charged the troops 500 pesos for 5,000 loaves of brown sugar
from Michoacan, at the rate of ten loaves to the peso, while
on the same occasion he had sold the same commodity to Jose
Ortiz, a merchant of Santa Fe, at the rate of 18 to the peso.
Therefore, the presidio claimed, a further reduction from its
bill of 222 pesos and 2 reales was in order. Altogether its
claims against Guizarnotegui's bill for the year amounted to
1,173 peso!;? and 1 1 / 12 reales. 33
For the second year, 1789, Guizarnotegui presented the
New Mexican garrison with a higher and even more questionable bill :34
Cost of merchandise purchased in Jalapa, Puebla,
Mexico City, and Queretaro
14,166 pesos, 3% reales
Purchasing commission (4 0/0)
566
5
Premium for credit for
one year (9 0/0)
1,325
Freightage (547 arrobas and 11
pounds at 16 reales
per arroba)
1,094
7
"
17,153 pesos, 6% reales
Cost of merchandise from Michoacan
purchased at Chihuahua
Total

,.......................

1,737

6%,

18,891 pesos, 5 % reales

33. Presidio of Santa Fe, notations to same. in ibid.
84. Presidio of Santa Fe. resume of invoice received from Guizarn6tegui on February
3, 1789, in ibid.
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When these deliveries were made at Chihuahua in February, 1789, the paymaster of Santa .Fe provided reimbursement in the amount of 16,300 pesos and 23,4 real, leaving a
balance of 2,591 pesos and 2% reales due. The paymaster
then made out a promissory note to Guizarnotegui for 2,656
pesos and % real to cover this and the interest due on the
balance. 35
After auditing this bill the Santa Fe company tookseveral exceptions to it. The premium of 9 per cent for credit had
been charged not only on the original cost of the goods in the
interior cities but also on the purchasing commission as well,
which had not been the case in the bill of the previous year.
The presidio thus claimed 47 pesos and 3 reales for the overcharge. Further, as in the previous bill, this interest was
charged for an entire year whereas the purchases had been
made on October 31, 1788, and the reimbursement on February 3, 1789. Therein lay an overcharge of 949 pesos and 1 7/12
real. Likewise the interest on what was still due should have
been reduced by 47 pesos and 4 reales. Finally, in comparing
the prices Guizarnotegui charged the presidio for Michoacan
goods with what he had charged Ortiz and another merchant
of Santa Fe, Jose Rafael Sarracino, the troops claimed another 234 pesos and 7 3;4; reales. In all, these claims for the
year amounted to 1,279 pesos and 1/ 3 real. 36
For 1790, the third year of the contract, Guizarnotegui's
bill, for some reason, did not include freightage on the merchandise purchased in the interior or the cost of the goods
from Michoacan :37
Cost of merchandise purchased in Jalapa, Puebla,
Mexico City, and Queretaro
_... 13,010 pesos, 2% reales
Purchasing commission (4 %) .._.
520
3%

Less amount issued in advance
of purchases ..__.
__
Balance due

__.._

_. __.. _.

.__.

13,530

5%,

5,943

4%

7,587

1%

35. Ibid.
36. Presidio of Santa Fe, notations to same, in ibid.
37. Presidio of Santa Fe, resume of invoice received from Guizarnotegui on February
10. 1790, in ibid.
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Premium for credit for
one year (9%)
Total

.

682
8,269 pesos, 7 %, reales

The bill for the Michoacan goods was apparently made out
separately, but when Guizarnotegui presented the above at
Chihuahua, he received 5,171 pesos and 7~ reales, leaving a
balance due on January 1, 1791, of 3,098 pesos and 1;2 real.
To this was to be added 154 pesos and 7lj2 reales as the 5 per
cent interest for the extension of credit on the new balance.
Once agaiil the presidio challenged Guizarnotegui's charge
of 9 per cent interest on the purchasing commission in addition to the original cost of the goods, claiming for this item a
reduction of 46 pesos and 6 2/ 3 reales. And again it sought
to reduce the period of this interest from a full year to less
than four months, since the credit ran only from October 14,
1789, to February 10, 1790. For this latter the claim amounted
to 242 pesos and % real, and for the corresponding overcharge on the 5 per cent premium, 12 pesos and 5/G real. The
presidio also challenged the purchasing commission for goods
bought at Puebla, since this was covered by that paid in Mexico City, and also the freightage from Puebla,to Mexico City,
which had not been charged in previous years. These claims
amou'nted to 134 pesos and 53,4 reales. A comparison of Guizarnotegui's prices on worsted goods bought at Queretaro and
blankets at Puebla justified a further claim of 148 pesos and
31;2 reales. The total amount of the bill for Michoacan goods
does not appear either in this billing or in the presidio~s
.claims, but the latter, by comparing Guizarnotegui's prices
with those at which the Chihuahua merchants Francisco
Elguea and Savino de la Pedrueza sold them to Ortiz and
Sarracino of Santa Fe, itemized overcharges totaling 59
pesos and 43,4 reales for brown sugar loaves and soap from
that province. Thus, for 1790 the claims amounted to 643
pesos and 5% reales. 38
The total claims for the three years, which the presidio
filed against Guizarnotegui on July 8, 1790, amounted to 3,095
3~.

Presidio of Santa Fe, notations to same, in ibid.
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pesos and 7 1 / 6 reales, or approximately 6 per cent of the
total bill for that period. Nor was this the full extent of the
contractor's grief. There were the claims of the seven presidios and four patrol posts of Nueva Vizcaya. And even before
the garrisons audited their bills, the Comandante Inspector
and his agents at Chihuahua were scrutinizing Guizarnotegui's deliveries.
Only minor adjustments had to be made in the deliveries
of 1788, but in the following year complications set in. Guizarnotegui's mule trains from the interior arrived at Chihuahua just as the military escorts from Carrizal, San Elizeario,and Santa Fe were preparing to return to their posts.
This left no time for an inspection of the goods at Chihuahua
for those presidios and so these packages were not opened
or properly inspected until they were out of the contractor's
hands and beyond the scrutiny of the Comandante Inspector's
agents. 39 The best the Comandante General could do was to
call upon the paymasters of these three presidios to send back
to Chihuahua at a later date samples of the goods thus received. On the basis of these samples the quality, quantity, and
pricing of the original deliveries were then reviewed by three
merchants : one representing the interests of the presidios,
one those of the contractor, and the third acting as referee
when disputes arose. 40 Guizarnotegui complained that it was
improper to judge the yardage goods he had delivered from
remnants' submitted by the presidios, for there was no guarantee that they were taken from the material actually delivered and also because a remnant of a piece of dry goods might
.be cut from the end of a bolt and thus be inferior in quality to
the whole piece,41 Nevertheless, the inspection continued
under these circumstances. Samples of Guizarnotegui's deliveries were compared with similar merchandise in the shops
at Chihuahua, and the corresponding invoices were checked
for price variation. In some instances the goods delivered by
Guizarnotegui could not be matched with those in the local
39. Ayudante Inspector Diego de Borica to Ugarte, Chihuahua, February 17, 1789,
AGN, Prov. Int., 13, foJ. 212.
40. Ugarte, deer"';, Chihuahua, May 18, 1789, AGN, Provo Int., 13, fols. 234-235.
41. Guizarnotegui to Borica [Mexico City, January, 1790], AGN, Provo Int., 13,
fo!. 307.
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shops, but where comparisons were possible, it was found that
Guizarnotegui had overcharged the troops on twenty categories of yardage goods. 42
Of greater concern was the matter of the 9 per cent premium which Guizarnotegui had added to the bill to cover the
purchases he had to make on credit. Although he had no
authorization from his contract to charge the troops for this
credit, Guizarnotegui was- hardly liable for this burden
himself, for it had arisen only from the failure of the treasury
officers to fulfill their obligation to supply him with adequate
funds a full year in advance of his scheduled deliveries. Since
both parties had failed to comply strictly with their contractual obligations, and since the contract itself was not legally
binding until September, 1789, the whole question of this
liability was left to the decision of the Comandante General.
Finally on April 7, 1790, a ruling was handed down from that
quarter:
Guizarnotegui would be compensated for the premium of
9 per cent only for the purchases he made on credit between
July 1 and December 31, 1787; that is, for the merchandise
he delivered early in 1788. For his purchases between January
1,1788, and December 31, 1789, which were delivered,early
in 1789 and 1790, he was entitled to only 5 per cent for his
credit. And for 1791 and 1792, the remaining two years of his
contract (now that it was fully in force), he was prohibited
from charging any interest at all, even when funds were not
supplied a full year in advance, as long as he should receive
this money in ample time to make his deliveries on schedule.
This, the Comandante General declared, was the true spirit
of the 8th condition of the contract. As for the claims against
Guizarnotegui in the liquidation of his accounts for the first
three years of the contract, these would be determined by the
merchants already appointed by himself and the Comandante
Inspector as agents and ,referee. 43
At this point, April 7, 1790, the file of documents accumulated during the investigation ends. There is nothing there of
42. Diego de Borica, Joseph Antonio de Iribarren (representing Guizarn6tegui).
and Manuel Ruiz (representing the troops), Estado de Precios, Chihuahua, March 17,
1790, AGN, Provo Int., 13, fol. 319.
43. Ugarte, decree, Chihuahua, April 7, 1790, AGN, Provo Int., 13, fol. 380.
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later date to indicate how this ruling affected Guizarnotegui.
However, from the presidial records at Santa Fe, it is apparent that Guizarnotegui did not continue as the contractor for
the remainder of his five-year term. In acknowledging receipt
of the New Mexican presidio's claims against Guizarnotegui
for the first three years, the Comandante General in July,
1790, referred to him as the "former contractor."44 Then,
three months later, he distributed to the presidios copies of
a new contract which had just been drawn up at Chihuahua. 45
In this new arrangement not one but nine merchants, all
members of the mercantile guild of Chihuahua, undertook to
supply the presidios for the single year 1791. The stipulations
of this were so much less generous to th~ troops than those in
Guizarnotegui's contract that it might well be presumed that
the former contractor had cancelled his service on his own
free will and that the Comandante General had been forced
to seek other, less advantageous, arrangements because of the
press of time. At any rate the contract for 1791 provided that
the nine merchants would supply the troops with whatever
merchandise of prime necessity from Castile, Puebla, Mexico
City, and Queretaro that they carried in their stores; that
they would furnish these at original cost plus 6 per cent; that
the troops had to assume the 9 per cent premium whenever
purchases had to be made on credit, the 4 per cent commission
charged by purchasing agents at Mexico City, the excise
taxes, and the packing expenses; that the merchants would
bear the losses incurred in transit, but that the troops would
have to provide escorts for the trains from the interior beyond
El' Pasaje and as far as Chihuahua; that the contractors
would supply the troops with the produce of Michoacan at 8
per cent above what they had to pay for it at Chihuahua; that
the troops would have to furnish the contractors with purchasing funds in warrants issued at Chihuahua and cashable
at Mexico City; and that the deliveries of the provisions to
44. Governor Fernando de la Concha to Ugarte, Santa Fe, July 12, 1790; Comandante General Pedro de Nava to De la Concha, Chihuahua, July 26,1790, SANM, archives
1085a, 1137.
45. Contract with Pedro Ramos de Verea, Joseph Antonio de Iribarren, Diego
Ventura Marquez, Ventura Do-Porto, Savino Diego de Ia Pedruesa, Francisco Manuel
, de Elguea, Andres Manuel Martinez, Pablo de Ochoa, and Pedro Yrigoyen (certified
copy), Chihuahua. Ootober 18, 1790, SANM, archive 1120.
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the paymasters would be made at Chihuahua rather than at
the individual presidios. 46
The records of the Presidio of Santa Fe do not indicate.
how this arrangement worked out for the year 1791 or how
the garrison w!1s provisioned thereafter. Some conclusions
on the presidio supply problem in general, however, can be
drawn from the rather full records of the investigation of
Guizarnotegui's contract and its antecedents.
In the first place, it is abundantly evident that the authori,.
ties were sincerely concerned with the welfare of the presidial
soldiers during the eighteenth century, and that it was with
their interests in mind, rather than with those of the royal
treasury or of the economy of the provinces that the supply
system was reformed several times. After centralizing all
purchases in the presidial captains and provincial governors,
the higher authorities established price-ceilings on the provisions, through the Reglamento of 1729. When this measure
failed to provision the troops adequately, fairly, and economically, they promulgated the Reglamento of 1772, which
turned the purchases over to elected paymasters. Then, as
these non-commissioned officers failed to provide goods
cheaply enough for the troops without incurring bankruptcy,
the government, beginning in 1781, let contracts to private
merchants, each supplying one or two presidios. These contracts failed to satisfy either the troops or the merchants
themselves, and so after reverting to the paymaster system
for one year, 1787, the authorities let a monopoly contract for
the several presidios and posts of Nueva Vizcaya and New (
Mexico to a single merchant for the years 1788 through 1792.
This arrangement also proved unsatisfactory to both parties,
and in 1790, as we have seen, it was terminated, and a new
monopoly was let for 1791 to a group of nine merchants.
Each of these reforms was a conscientious attack on the problem even though all seem to have failed somewhat in their
ultimate purpose.
The Guizarnotegui contract broke down for a number of
reasons. First, owing to a purely jurisdictional dispute, the'
contract was not fully in force for the first two and a half
46. Ibid.
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years. Second, because of this, the eighth condition of the
contract (guaranteeing the contractor adequate purchasing
funds a year in advance), was not fulfilled. Third, as the contractor was forced to purchase on credit, a dispute arose over
interest rates. Finally, the Comandante General's ruling on
this question and on the advancement of funds was a violation of the letter, if not the spirit, of the contract. The contractor himself was not blameless in this controversy, however, for his invoices for Santa Fe's presidio show not only
shoddy accounting but also apparent intent to defraud. Not
only did Guizarnotegui attempt to charge interest for an
entire year when he was reimbursed after only four months,
but he also attempted to charge it on his purchasing commission as well as on the cost of the purchases themselves. Some
of his prices were out of line with those current at the same
place and time, and this was especially true of the produce of
Michoacan. According to his contract, he was supposed to
purchase these goods at Chihuahua at the lowest prices available. In fact, however, he bought a large number of these
items from his own store there and at prices well above what
other local merchants were charging. 47
Another significant conclusion may be drawn from analyzing Guizarnotegui's invoices. The itemization of merchandise
delivered shows that the supplies ordered were not primarily
for the military equipment of the soldiers but rather for the
civilian clothing of their families. The invoice for New Mexico's presidio in 1789 illustrates this point. The total bill of
goods from Jalapa, Puebla, Mexico City, and Queretaro for
that year (excluding packing costs, fees, commissions, taxes,
interest, and freightage) amounted to 14,029 pesos. Of this
6,391 pesos (45.5 % of the whole) went for dry goods bought
by the yard or whole piece; 2,862 pesos (20.5ro) for clothing
(mostly feminine) ; 2,739 pesos (19.5%) for blankets and
other bedding; 1,214 (8.5%) for miscellaneous goods; 540
pesos (4.0 %) for hardware; and only 283 pesos (2.0 %) for
saddlery and other military equipment. Of the goods from
Michoacan, amounting to 1,737 pesos, 545 pesos (31.5%)
47. Presidio of Santa Fe, notations to invoice received February 10, 1790, SANM,
archive 1084a.
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went for soap; 470 pesos (27.0%) for brown sugar; and 366
pesos (21.0%) for refined sugar. This left only 356 pesos
(20.5 %) for miscellaneous goods including those of military
utility.48 Arms and ammunition were customarily purchased
by the paymasters directly from the warehouses maintained
by the royal treasury while horses, mules, fodder, and most
of the foodstuffs were bought from the neighboring farms
and ranches. 49 Therefore, the merchant contracts seem to
have had little bearing on the military equipment of the presidial forces. In providing the clothing and household needs of
their families, however, they were vital to troop morale.
Finally, it may properly be assumed that the several reforms during the eighteenth century brought about some improvement in the welfare of presidial troops and their families. Their extreme poverty, a matter of frequent complaint
in earlier years, seems to have been somewhat mitigated by
1789, judging by the luxuries included in their orders for
that year. Imported fabrics (silk, British and Flemish linen,
French velvet, Rouen, Pontevy, Holland cloth, Cambaya, and
English baize) came to 3,345 pesos or almost 24% of the total
bil1. 50 If the salaries of the troops were still inadequate to
cover their expenses, it was due in no small part to their own
conspicuous consumption.

48.

Guizarnotegui, invoice for the Presidio of Santa Fe, Mexico City, October 31,
1788, AGN. Provo Int., 13, fols. 272-274; Presidio of Santa Fe, resume of and notations
to invoice received from Guizarnotegui on February 3, 1789, SANM, archive 1084a.
49. Pedro Galindo Navarro (Auditor of Provincias Internas) to Ugarte, Chihuahua,
February 13, 1787, AGN, Provo Int., 13, fols. 94-102.
50. Guizarn6tegui, invoice for the Presidio of Santa Fe, Mexico City, October 31,
1788, AGN, Provo Int. 13, fols. 272-274.
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